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, T:BOth in’ linguistics and in social science,

- ’;he roles of - EARE
" language in hyman life usually are assumed dp: asserted.- Lo ‘
" Research that seeks the actual ranges and kinds of . R = A

N fmoaning ‘that speaking and languages have, ‘and: the w@_fuP'q/r BRI

,;oonditions that support or frustrate each.whas hardly - Sy

" begun.. (Hymes, 1971, p. 49)
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L flntr‘oduction""

/ According to Berreman (l972) the essential dilemma in "ethnosciencef R

" anthropology”-is "how: to be scientific and at the same time retain the™ " L.

himanistic insights--the human relevance--without‘which no accouRt o6f -
human beings make gense" (p. 224). This. dilemma\is reflected’ in the
continuing debate between communication scholars who label themselves
“rhetoricians" and those who }abel. themselves "soq1al gcientists L
Berreman believes this dilemma can be’ solved. A, c

;*371f we* take as the relevant question not whetﬁe to be ;“, .
* rigorous or insightful, scientific, or humanistic.wbut
rather, how to be both--how'to develqp: aamethodology
~which is at once subject to verification“and condycive . Y. .
to perceptive insights in the“study of man. (p. 224) g’““-=

&

jThe ethnography of speaking. with its roots in ethnography. ZJ :
anthropological linguistics,- and socdofﬁnguistics, is a relatively new

~ discipline which attempts to ‘answer Berréman’ s challenge. Jt-focuses
. upon speech acts-and communication events. and, thus proviqes valuable®."
- 1nsights as well as methological'prefisioQ for anyone interested in the.

o‘

" "' society to-behave in ways deemed appropriate by. their

study of conmunitation oo . . g";

. . . L7 . . . ‘
l . .. .ﬁ ?‘ '., R ,“ .

The paper will present an overview of ‘the discipline of the ethnography

i-of speaking and. review its current reSearch-focds. . A methodology proposed.
,‘hy -Dell Hymes, one.of the advocates of the'study of _the ethnography>of
. speaking, will be used to analyze .two communidatfve events, giving - -

‘testimony and being. interviéﬁedﬂin order to determine whether or not
this method is a useful too] for communication research B
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f .Ethno ra',v: -The Root"ofﬁa

Ethnography is',‘“' N L

PRETY .
\

a2 disc/pline which seeks to account for the behavior of a
- people by describing the sopially acquired and .shared - o
knowledge, or culture, that-enables members of.the - _ s

- fellows. . . . The ethnographer, tike the linguist, . - .
. seeks ' to- describe an infinite set of variable messages

S . 88 manifestations of a finite shared ‘code, the code el

#



being'a set of ruies for lhe socially ‘appril IR
-; and interpretation.of mé's ages.s (Frake. 198 Foe
-iln other words, i order.t' ‘ : ; : .
- anthropologist divectly. observl ; ”---r.over ‘a long period of- S
.”;; ~time. Fromnfhese observatio; 1Sy the anthro'liogist makes. precise oo
-1x;;statements about ‘the -particula group-and about human behkavior in- -\ =y
..~ "geéneral-(Agar, '1974) Aithough we ﬁra--tionally think of anthropo]ogi-ts ;
o L working -in_cultures other: than their'p”nsqth ‘ y work in. their own' ‘\ o .
‘ v -.spclety. Working in one’s' own: soc t.¥ hawevert, ‘may be ahelpora . \' B
: --H;hindrance.- :Agar_(1974) notes, that Wif Jan anthropoiogist] works in oo
o - his own society, he understand ‘soﬂething initiat]y. although his . o
Luo . stereotypes and'prejudicesw /3, member of ‘the. same ,society can make \\‘ *
Lot d of a:l ah}]ity than an asset" {p. 3)
P : ‘;fﬁ** Hhether working in/ own' or1another cu]ture, the goal of ‘
50 - ethnographers “is. to uy and what behavior means'to 'members of the - -
i e Ccommupity being: obs? ved (Fra‘ ‘rtevant. 1972; Agar, 1974). .
R This understanding/is ‘accomp} r F’by what. rurner (1967). refers ',
\ » to'as the "ethngdraphic. eye"--atten ing to the microstructure of . = |
A .‘interaction in/Search of ity structiral properties " An ethnographer e
I - then formulajés “an operationally-e plicit’ methodology for discérning” .
\ *how -people Lonstrue thei f: xperience ffom the way they taik '
: "«ﬁﬂabout it" (Frake. 1962°. S, an’ ethnographer attempts ‘tp-
wi ~fr r outside theé system vtew- .
.. This leads to compiex
rewood, pottery. verba1 .

{

i After describing these "actoMplishments" of ethnographya Berréhan
‘97 ) noteSo _v_':-,,;;,-j',-. - ’ ‘: crelel .

;Ehey remind me: of Mi]l s warning tham many socioiogists have
L., ‘gotten to the point where they'overlook what ‘s’ impbrtant :in ’
\ . their:search-for what is Venifiablk. ard that some of ‘them
AU break down the units of qnaWysis sq hinutely - that. truth and.
) v.u-falsity dre.no . longer. distinguishahle. “Many’ have: worked so " -
- hard on what is trivial tga 14’ come$. to.appear‘important--

;f‘*ak __-‘;;;q.or at Jeast trivialitx an mportance ‘become indistinguishable
~ LT when Fitted into 'the pold 9F formal dnglysis " (p. 229)

ov‘rcome‘thfs "trivia]ity" by : 'L;fl ,j

thnograpay of speaking attempts to
e i) its tota‘i gontext (Southworth

"'focuging'on t communication situation‘

'f,ﬁsﬂ"d Daswani, 1974) AR \.,Kﬁ.ﬁ .
TR ,_';; The Ethnography df Speaking An.OverOiewf~*_i - .

: In various pubiications. rymés./the foremoSt proponent df the o
ethnography of speaking, notes that it is: s o

B ) ooncernéd with, the situaVions and' uses, /tbe patterns 3"4 Wi o
e functions of speaking . 1ts: ownt Pigﬁt‘(1952» P.. ]6). .;.;‘

.......




St . . . -

2) the:study ofxthelorganization of verbal means and the ) ’?.i
-'ends they°se e. while bearing in mind the ultimate ;

ki}.integration of|'these means and ‘ends with communicative ',;ji 'fﬁ"ﬂ..'j
“niﬁueans and ends generaily (1974. 8). and ““}f.._, S e
’ (5) a theory of speech as a system of cultural behavior-' i o

2 system not- ecessarily exotic, but necessarily .
conge;ned wit the organization of diversity (197
P

N

Lo ) »

. e‘\ﬂs ethnography notes that people gossip. interpret. in ult. advise.
t. inquire and so on, the ethnography ‘'of speaking attempts to describe these
ents and explic1t1y formulate what ‘constitutes these' acts inthe -~ =~
‘ ’inology of a“theory of speech (Hymes, 1971). Thus; the two fundamental
‘ s of -an ethnography of speaking are: (1) to identify'what can count as
Anstance of a factor relevant to: communication, and (2) to, discover the
plations between such factors. ~As Saussure was ‘concerned’ with the word ,
‘ homsky with the sent nce, the: ethnography of speaking is concerned ’
fﬁ]the act of- speech ( s. 1971) oy

f a,

‘;:The foilowing chart p]aces the study of the ethnography of speaking in
‘torical perspective relatiVe to»the principal trends. in western c

¥ isrics.x § s v /{)‘ ,
o TRADITIONAL GRAMMAR
T i o
\\ |/ \‘ . .-I'.:'_:‘.:”' . . 1 “‘. \ 1[”91"”:5 Vo ".
) vy /foﬂyoaggpnv 0F | RPFAKING T AT
. ANTHROP!LI L LINGUISTICS ffj, g .
"7(”7}_f§.~-ilf l”‘ EE ? “‘N'?YZ, S f .
\\ . v\\..- i "l‘ " o . , .
Figure 1. yPEincipal trends i uNestern linguistics. : S
’ W\ ;- (From Southworth and Daswani . 1974./ ﬂ 8. ) LT
b “ ’ Tue . L .:
“"‘ ‘\‘ \\\ - \ _,\.\ o \ ' S (3 o . ’:
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According to Southworth and.Daswani‘.(1974), the-ré/thnogr'aphy -of communication,

. afsub,ﬁe],d, of cultural anthropology, "embraces all studies of the. correlation

- between. 1inguistic ‘behaviar and other social betavior, either.in individual

" . 'socleties or’ in:a cross-cultural sense" (p..237). Whgreas sociolinguistics

* seeks to undersPand competence and performance, in relation ta‘each other,
"the ethnography of speaking focuses of the communication. sityation in its -

. total context. - It asks questions such’ds: " (1) Who are the participants’

. in terms of their social background? (2) What is their relatignship to -, ,
each other? ” (3).What kind of interaction are they involved in?™ What
effécts do these various social factors. have on the form of Tinguistic °
utt;;gr)rces which occur in'the situation? . (Seuthworth and Daswanf, 1974, ",

- L

. Hymes {1971) conceives of sociolinguistics as the "most recent and * . .
" ; most common term for an area of research’ that 1inks linguistics with- ', -
~ .- anthropology and sociology" {p. 47): In a ‘later work,.Hymes, (1973). <o
adds that “sociolinguistics, conceived ip térms of the ethnography :; . -

ST T N e .
e 4 Cae oY e S : T e 4
\" [

. %

-

. Y * ..

- of speaking, is ultimately part of the ﬁ;’tudy’of, communication as a .. , ‘-
", whole" (p. 9). He further notes that: '» .~ - SR ’ e T e
" In order to -develop modals, or theories, .of the interaction e L , .

- 1

descriptions of that interactiop, and such descii pt_ighs‘--.‘;- LI

.call for an approach.that partly Hinks, byt partly cugs': .. -

across, ‘partly builds between theé drdinary’ practicés of [ BN N
M . L X

of language and social Tife, there must bé adequate,- *. ~ “y .

the disciplines [1inguistics -ahd sociolinguistics] to

- answer new 'que‘siion§ and give familiar questions a novel RN ?
. =< focus. Such u\arlz is-the essence of what may.be called v =N ,
Do _ the ethnography (or ethnoi®gy) of speaking and . +. | A N
.« .- 7 communication, as an’ approach within the general field . o 0
' DR ' B

.. of Sociolinguistics. (p. 32)- o
.’ 2" In order -to- accomplish this “cngss-cutting;" the ethnography of ;=
o %k‘l‘ng ‘focuses-on the communicative event. = As an example of one apprdach -
within this framewark, Hymes (1974) sets_up a hierarchy of speech X
‘situations (for example, a party), speech events (& conversation during -
.+ - that party), and speech acts (a joke ‘told during that conversatioh). - -
"+, ¥ These events, however, are not examined in isolation. Hypes {(1974)
o - maintains that "facets of the cultural values andpeliefs, social
institutions and forms, roles-and personalities, history and ecology s D
of a community may have to be examined in their bearing on ommynicative . . ¢ -

# .. 'events-and patterns" (p. 4).. This idea does not suggest, hdwever, that * - .,
¢: 7 - researchers should.consider all behavior-as communicagion. [Hymes (1962)%, -~ '
LSS, verms that: e T S

¢ ", ‘A necessary step is te place speaking within a hierarchy of ’ g

i = - - - 1nclusiveness: .not, all.behavior.is- communicative, from the i

o & - viewpoint of the participants; nof all, communication isf - .

. o * 1inguistic; and 1inguistic.means inclutie more than spedch. * N

.. ‘One can ask of an -activity or situation: is there a.:

- .commun¥cative act (to:oneself of another) or fot? . If
. there isy is the means_linguistic or non-linguistic
" (gestyre, body-movement) oM both? ' In ‘s giwven case,

. " . - one of ghe alternatives may be necessary, or optional, | -
o .orproscribed. (p.'23) - . . T TR o
/;'-.'..", B ’ . s ot L " "'». ' - l‘o o ‘. ’ . | L o

- Q ‘ .. " - ° (R . : Sl e ) L. ;.
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The Ethn_grephy of Speaking Approach of Dell ﬂymes

o

D fvﬂiée (1974) maintains that ‘\f _‘ ’-v’Jf

© Studies’ of soc1a1 contexts and functions of éommunication.
if d1vorced from the means that serve them, are as little :
- to -the .purpose as are studies of communicative means, if ' -

-~ ‘divorced! from the contexts and functions ‘they serve..

Lo

' 6

4,
- wWith segments of any part

.y  Methodologically, of course, it is not a matter of : Y
K - 1imiting a structural perspective inspired by 11nguist1cs
to-'a ‘particular component of co nication. but of
\\Extehding it to the who]e (p.

In order to accomp]ish this, Hymes (1974) focuses on%5péech acts within -

_ Speech events. Speech events are “"activities, or aspects of activities,
that are directly governediby rules or norms for the use of spénch An
event may congist of a single speech act, but will often comprise s

several” . (p 52). A speech act "is the minimal term of the set just

discussed. . . . It represents a levél distinct from the ,sentence, and

‘not 1dent1fieb1e with any4s1n§/e partion of other levels ‘of grammar, nor-

. 1?

cular size defined in terms of other levels
of: ?rammar" (p. 82). _ ‘“

-2

Once the speech act within the speech ‘event. is 1dent1fted. the various
gomponents of the speech 7ct are identified using the following mnemonic
evige: . _ . .

1

7 'wZS 1tuation--sett1ng and scene) ' * C _ -

. P(articipants) -
E(nds_in view--goals- wand in outcome) -
. A(ct sequence--message form and message content)
K(ey=-tone) : .
1-nstrumental1ties--channels and forms -of speech)
N{orms of interactfon and 1nterpretation)
L G enres) * .

(X i
.

Then the “functional foc1" ‘of the act are 1dent1f1ed us1ng "the et1c

§ -
.

grid " The fo1lowiqg chart 1ists the possible functions of.a communicative
event; for example, 7f a message focuses on the sender of the message (such
as "I hurt self1") it s considerep "expressive ", .

. %

N




o » N ) .
T The “Etic Grid® N
- \'.‘ “"_:\ . . .. . ] . . - ?\ »
o At - o . : )
. N ~ . Ju"”“’_‘“ ‘ "-.‘ - . . -, 4 - L ) -
- Focus on the: ‘ C Type of functions:
" Addressor (sender) - " Expressive '
 Addressee (receiver) ' Directive .
® Channels A . . Contact. (phatic)
= Codes ST ~ . Metalinguistic s ..
- Settings - -~ @. - o Contextual =~
- Message-form 4 P Poetic (stylistic)
s . Topic .. T, Referentialy
#  Event itself "y ~ Metacommunicative
" (Adapted from Hymes, 1974, pp. 22-24.) A
. ~ o ‘.

- Hymes (1974) notes that “the"etié_grid’ serves only to heﬁp_perceive
o kinds of functions that may be present, and possibly to facilitate
‘comparison” (p. 22). T : ) :

Speech acts may be vilewed both paradigé;tically "in terms of sets of ~
speech acts among which chpices c¢an.be considered to have been made at
given points" and syntagma¥ically "as a sequence of such choices, or

. Such sets’ of possible choices." S o N

.~ After each speech act is coded, Hymes looks for pattérns either in
“the presence or absence of a .particular component of the speech. act .
(“SPEAKING"). He claims that "in general, one can think of any thange
. {in a component as a potential locus for .application for a ‘sociolinguistic'
- -commutation test: -What relevant contrast, if any,*is present?" (1974,
* p. 62). In addition, . "many generalizations about rules of speaking will
~ take the ‘form,of statements of relationships dmong components: It is not
. ~—> yet clear that there is any priority to be assigned to particular .
- components In such statements. So far as pne can tell at present, any’
;. -component may be téken as starting point, and the others viewed in ‘
~.. relation to it" (p. 63). . . . o _

- Thus, the end result of this analysis is a set of rules.which
describe the preSence and/or -absence-of various components -in a speech
event: and the relationships among these compapents. In this way, =
similar speech events may be compared cross-culturally, or different
$peech events within'thewsa@é culture may be-compared. .

oy

'il , An'Ethnoﬁraphic'Ahaiysis‘of Two. Speech .Events

R In order. to test, the releyance of Hymes' approach to communication -
. research, two speech acts with{n speech events described as "giving "
- testimony”. and “being:iintengiéved" were examined using:-Hymes'.(1974)
methodology to determine the differences and similarities between\them.

v h 2 ) . : . . . 4
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~ The particular events examined in this paper are part of the data o
gathered by a National Science Foundation-sponsored research team
investigating a "whistle-blowing" incident at the Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART)-system in 1972.* Three -enginéers' were' fired for allegedly- .
disrupting the testing of.BART's aptomatic train control system by
voicing organizationat. concerns through the news media. The engineers
sued BART in 1973-74. At that time, each of the principals in-the .
~ lawsuit filed a sworn deposition. In 1977-78, -the NSF-sponsored research

team interviewed by telephone a number of the principal persons involved
- incthe BART incident. Thus, there exists for several participants both
a formal court depositien taken iri-1973-74 and a rather informal interview
transcribed in 1977-78 describing ‘each person's partfcipation in an
incident in 1972, I - L T .
* The present analysis focused on two of the participants--one of the
- fired engineers, and the-genera]‘manqger of the BART system at the time
“ ‘the engineers were fired. The reports of qbese two individuals were
chosen because they viere both centrally invblved in the incident and
- held clearly opposing views. L ;.' ' ' -
Two speech events were -identified in the present study--"giving -
‘testimony” as evidenced by the actual court depositions which were filed

\:

~in the Superigr Court of Alameda County, California in 1973-74 and "being o

- .- ‘interviewed" "as evidenced by the interview transcripts. Fqr purposes of °

analysis, dne speech act within each.speech event was identified. Two
criteria were used to pfck the speech acts -used for -analysis: (1) each

.. .act had to be a unified description of an ‘event, that is, it was clear

- that, at the beginning of his narration, the speaker had started a new .
--topic and, at the end of his narration, was moving on to.another topic;

. ‘and (2) the same -topic was discuss&d in both the courb*depostpion'and the
~interview given by the same person. . Using these criteria, - four speech
~ agts were identified, two for the engineer and two for the general
-manager. - The speech acts identified for the engfneer. concerned. a .

. series of meetings he had, before he was fired, with a member, of the a

BART Board of Directors. . The speech acts identified for the general

- manager concerned a series of meetings- he had with the engineer prior

4o the engineer's firing. .(The speech acts are. reproduced in the '

Appendix.) - R S

, . Accordigg to Hymes' methodology; theﬂgpmponenté‘of the speech acts -
'\ ("SPEAKING") were the identified: . L . '

Situation. . The setting and"scene for the two speech events (and, thus,
the speech acts within the events) varied greatly. "Giving testimony"
in the court depositions was a serious legal procedure. The witness
. was “examined and 1n§§r}qgated".by the opposing lawyer in the opposing
- Jawyer's office. Th ‘uitqess qu,f,hus;’not onTy in unfamiliar territory,

N

OIS “ ].f‘ ..“ L - .
" *This research was ‘funded by Nat10ﬁ31-SciehceuFobndatioﬁ-Grant
08576-14230. . . . . .o oo tion |

~
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. 1t may be inferred, that this unfami]iaﬁ@SﬂﬁMation is rather frightening

-excerpt from the beginning of :the engfrieer's deposition:’

- fel

* 'be presented fairly. '
was defined by the situation as’ informal and comfortable. -

"givfng<test1mony" examined in this paper, .

‘ \ ' i v » . K : ' .4 . v, . ‘ . . ‘4/
. :.  The. interview involves, minimally, two participants: the interviewee

. 3 N R T 3
.o o P Ty )
! . « % ] .
' ’m;vf P : Y

but in territory controlled by his adversary. Testimony wds taken . =
under oath; it had-the same sanctity as if the/Witness were testifying

in a court of law and could be used as evidence in court. In our

cutture, such a speech act is considered ”legal" and, thus, formal.

In general, a person rarely participatessin such an act and, thus,

The situation may be un&Tear to a witness who had never
These observations are supported-by the fo]}owing.

for the witness.
testified before.

Attorney: Mr. » part of your deposition Notice.
- requested that you bring with you certain documents
Which we have described in the Notice. Have you
brought some documents in response to that request?
. Witness: A couple. .

Attorney: Pardon? ' b .
., -Witness: A couple. - ' .

Attorney: May I see them? ‘ g L}
-Witness: Let's see, that wasn't‘consilered part.of my--- .
- Court reporter: Would you keep'your voice up, please?’

Witness: I don't know what. I'm supposed to be doing. - _ - .

1 mean what. I'm testjfying, The questions you S
asked ne#--- . t _ L \ :

Thus, "giving testimony" was'a;formal. legal procedure in which trained
attorneys confronted "uritrained” witnesses.. “' LT

i .

"Being interviewed," in this -instance, occurred over the telephone

-with the interviewees either-at home or ‘in their own office and, thus, -
{n familiar, coz{a{table surroundings. '

Both interviewees were told by
the;yr1ntervmpﬁ that they could stop'the 4nterviews anytime they

tired. - THe interviewers also emphasized that they were interested
in getting the ipterviewee's “own-side of ‘the story" so that it could ,
Thus; unlike "giving testimony," "being interviewed" P

Paftid*gants.»vln general, “giving testimony" involves, minimally, the:
ollowing participants: the witness or person who is testifying; the
questioner, usually the opposing attorney; and an audience composed of the = . .
witness' own attorney and the court reporter who records”the entire:
transaction. These participants were present during the sample of _

? 9

(in this. case, the same person who was ‘the witness who gave testimony) and

© the interviever or questioner. . _ . (-

Ends in view and ends.inIOUtcomé.' The ends in'outéome of the “giv1hg

~testTmony™ and "being interviewed" speech acts were outwardly similar.

The outcome of "giving testimony” was"a typed court deposition (a

| - transcription of what the pagticipants said) which was réad and signed
- by the'witness and filed with-the court before ‘the case came to trial. - |
* ' In this case, the autcome of "being interviewed" was a typed transcr{pt

.
(- - A .-
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of what was said during ‘the'interview. The interviewee; however, did

-not see thi$ outcome since it was not' considered an "of??cia document." *

- The-ends in view (goals) of the "giving testimony" and “being
interviewed" speech acts were very different. The explicit goal of
"giving testimony” was to obtain answers to question which could be
used as evidence in courg. In addition, a person could be called to.
give. testimony.in order to frighten him or in order to show his lawyer
‘that his case is flawed. In "giving testimony," the questioner (attorney)
and the witness not only have different goals, but théy have goals which
are, by definition, conflicting. The attorney wants the witness to
reveal something which can be used-against him, while the witness wants
to give only those answers which will support his own side of the
controvergy. ‘ ' -
~ Generally, the goal of anvinterview is to gather information for
- some%puirpose which is usually described to the interviewee. This .
- purpose may or may not be supported by the interviewee. Thus, unlike . .
“giving testimony" where the questioner and witness always have different
goals, in "being intérviewed" the interviewer and interviewee may or may
not have different goals. The goal of the interviews)in this instance,
was to gather information in order to write an acgount of the BART
“incident which represented each side fairly. It is assumed that the
interviewer-and the interviewee had the same goal and,- thus, that the
- interviewee wa% motivated to provide a complete'description’bf "his:
side of the story." . ' oY :

-Act sequence. - Hymes (1974) does not -provide a specific methodology for
analyzing the two components of act sequence--message form and message
content. Ip order to analyze message form, the present. researcher used
Allen's (1972) four classifications of sentence types: declarative )

. (makes a: statement or states a fact), interragative (asks a question),
“imperative (gives a command gt request), and exclamatory (expresses
strong feeTing).ﬂ The sentences’ in each of the Four speech acts were . .

' coded into these ‘categories/- . ‘

T In both thé "giving testimbny” and "being 1nterv1ewed"3;peech‘acts;
_ the vast majority of sentences were declarative. - Two sentences in the
engineer's testimony were interrogative; both sentences were used to

« . check the .accuracy of what the questioner said. An exclamatory sentence

in the “"giving testimony" speech acts occurred when -the general manager’
could fot remember his former employee's exact job title. The only
instance of a sentence which was not declarative in the “being
interviewed" speech acts occurred when the engineer was describfﬁ§
a conversation he had had with another BART employer who did not seem
- to.understand why he had borrowed a particular book. -Although, the
differences -here are smal) due to the small sample size, "giving. -
-testimony" speech acts contained more departures from a declarative
- messagké form than "being 1nt'l!iewed" speech acts.. The only non-
declarative sentence in the "¥®ing interviewed" speech-acts was a
. reported statement made .in -a previous conversation.. Although the
- reported statement was exclamatory, the message form of the report

was declarative. - L. o

~ . . .
- X . . W
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. without the interviewer asking him-another question In the samp]e

i contained a discussion of one tepic. During giving testimony”™ about -

- asked him: 14 questipns; the interviewer iiv "being interviewed" asked

S 10 =

SN

- The above anaiysis focuses upon the witness/interviewee Focuzgng
upon the questianer, it is apparent that-the questioner in .the "giving - C e

testimony" speech acts asked considerably more questions.than the
interviewer ‘in the "being interviewed" speech acts. Each act examined

one topic, the questioner asked the engineer 21 questions; durin "being
interviewed" about the same topic, the interviewee switched topic -

»

of “"giving testimony“'examined for the general manager, the questioner .8

' him one question.. Thus, in_the "giving testimeny" speech acts the . s

_ questioner asked%onsiderabiy more questions than the interviewer

did in the "being 1nterviewed" speech acts.

Message content (topic) is the second component of the act sequence.
Due to the way these partic lal{aspeech acts were chosen, the speakers ‘id
not .change: topic Each sp ch

A

ct was’ a ncrration of a particu]ar -

Angident. B 5 . I

N

.. Key. The tone of bothsthe "giving testimony" and "being interviewed"
. speech acts was serious. Neither participant joked or used any apparent

" sarcasn in either speech act. Every question_was answered directly

-and forms-of .speech. . In.the "giving testimony" an
" speechacts, the: channel was tRe oral’channel used for speaking,.. In:the

Instrumentalities - Hymes (1974) discusses two' insgrumentalities--channels -
"being interyidewed" -/

_"being ‘Vhterviewed" 'speech acts examined ‘here," however, the message

. in writing. _In both these cases therqrm.of speech a§'standard ﬁnglish

* exchange occurred-over the teiebhqne.; Thus. thie dnly nonverbal cues.
-availa&fe\to the ‘interactants -were para]inguistic ‘It is apparent, -

therefore, that aspecté of the hannel . can”vary for “being interviewed“

. Speech acts while'they canndt vany ‘for, ' "givin§}testimony" speeg h dcts.

"6iving testimony” is always a face-to-face interaction, wh eas "being ' 1 -¢H X'iﬁ
interviewed" may occur face-to- faq;. on' the te]epﬁone& and, ccasionally, '(

'*Norms "In the "giving testimony" &peech act. one of the norms of . //‘*-J;':} e t

Interaction was to answer only the question. which was’ asked. This{’~'

- norm is expressed in the fo}iowing excerpt from thé pﬁneral manager’s *_;f{,/'-"- h
"deposition : A iz ' PR

B
' AR

“ T . KN S
_‘ . e ;‘f/ :/ . X . v ' /'.' , - f," .

Attorne}' Have yoq\discussed th faqtshconcerning this” N o s
Q&iawsuit with counse}”or wi ny/ody e]se priarlto ‘\é? . R

this: deposition? o e
Hifhessf ‘Very:briefly thi rning, Just to refresh myc T T
Yown: mémory.  ‘Looked gﬁﬁa few--e; o T , /hﬁp{y_

Attorney Just yes or no. EE
“Witness: Yes - .

5 .

»Another norm, answer as briefly as possib]e. was ref]ected in short S
o sentences followéd by further questions from the questioner. In-the !

'being interviewed")speech act, answers were.given in: Series. of- sentences
encouraged by the interv1ewer s "uh huh s" or "okay's“- 'Speakers in. ‘neither

:‘_4'E
‘f"
o
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type of speech act asked questions of their questioners except For
- clarification. . . "
" Genres. Tﬁe.speech?acts analyzed .here have previcusly been classified
Tnto the genres of "giving testimony" and."being interviewed." ‘w
. ) N 4 . ’ ) ‘

A . An examination of these speech  acts with the etic 'grid reveals that .
both the "giving testimony" and "being interviewed" speech acts had their
.. primary functional focus on topic. In all four speech acts analyzed,
~ the speakers were recounting events in the past "to the best. of their
-~ recollection." They were instructed by their questioners ta focus on
;v . .the topic under discussion. - The questioners were intefested in the. .
T, . /speakers' memory of what happened." Speakers-were never asketl to - -
' - comment upon’the interaction itself. L T

-
.

.

<% -~

‘f' | - - . .ggnclusions. o

. . w . o e ,
o Hymes. (1974) suggests that the final step in the analysis of speech
oo s acts s to look for patterns among..the components. = From the analysis
“'presented earlier, both the speéchiacts of "giving testimony" and "being
- <= . interviewed" serve a referential, that is, content-related, function. -
y=~ + .« They both occur when someone dants to receive information:from another -
e ' person for a formal, stated purpose. Tha speech acts analyzed in this B
“.. paper ' were chosen because they were instances of two distinct genres of
.~ -speech events, "giving testimony" and “"being interviewed." ‘

~ Once a-speech act is identified as a member of the genre "giving

- testimony," all other components can be predicted.. The channel must be
oral speech delivered in a serious manner (key) in a face-to-face
interaction.- (The pervasiveness of this rule can be demonstrated by

- imagining sung testimony.) The form of speech fequired /is standard

- English. Speakers who ordinarily do not use staridard English are at -
" a disadvantage in any"1égal situation.” Since the witness 1is charged
with answering specific questions, the message.form consists of
declarative sentences. Questfons, ‘cammands, and ‘exc]amations are -

. clearly -inappropriate. The setting-ts also prescribed by the genre,s. A
as are the.participants. - The psychological scerie may differ somewhat -
for participants who have given teStimony previously, but experience

..~ With any other type of speech event does not have the same effect. The

R purpose (outcome) -of "giving testimony" is always a written deposition. .

. ~ The goals of the two participants in “giving testimony," as mentioned

~--= - previously, are always in conflict.: The norms of interaction (above

v . 'and beyond those of ordinary conversation, such as “gnly answer the

. - question") are also prescribed by the ‘genre, Thus, 1f a researcher

R knows that a person is "giving testimony," he/she can make many clear
. - .. -predictions about the specific nature of that speech ‘event.

o §1hﬂiarJy.'once'aisbéééh‘éct is 1dent1f1ed;$s~bélonging to the .genre
-~ "being 1nterv1ewedﬁ,,thg channel, form of_speech.'message.formh participants,

o4 ) _ S
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_ within two’ speech events,. "giving. testimony" dnd "being interviewed."

. . S~
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"purposes. and norms can be predicted lUn]ike “giving testimony."

however, identifying a speech act as "being tnterviewed" does not enable
the researcher to Specifically predict setting or scene. A person can

“be interviewed at home, at work, over the.phone, in: ‘person, in many
'settings. . The scene may be informal or formal, although from the

speech acts examined here, it ppears that an interviewee tends to

. answer guestions in a ‘formal manner (for example, with few exclamations)
_ even when the interviewer attempts to define the-interaction informally.
* The level of formality~with. which an interviewee answers\gz interviewer's

questions may depend. to some extent, upon the goals of the interviewee -
and interviewer and upon.whether or not ‘these goals are conflicting. If

the interviewee's and interViewer's goals are 'similar (sdch as presenting .

the interviewee's side of a.story), the interviewee may use more formal

-and precise speech so that the intetviewer will be able to clearly present
. his ideas. The level of formality may also depénd upon the purpose of

the “interview. An interviewee may speak more formally if he knows that
his words will be transcribed. These are tentative conclusions which

" may or may not be supported by further research. The communication

res archer may, thus, make consistent predictions about all compenents
gpeech events defined as "being interviewed" except setting gﬁﬁ

scene . _ . , Voo

This ana]ysis was 1imited to four re]ative]y short speech acts

A further 1imitation is that. the "being.interviewed" speech act occurred

-"during & telephone interview, thus liniting the communicative cues

available to the interactants. Due to thfs limitation, the conclusions
in this paper may not be generalizable to face-to-face interviews It

“fs possible that interviewee's responses are more formal:over the

telephone than in face-to-face interactions because they are not ab]e
to see the interviewee's reactions to. their statements Further research
is. needéd to verify this proposition

Even with.these ]imitations. it 1s apparent from the ana]ysis presented .

in this paper that Hymes' (1974) methodology neglects one component of

" speech acts which has an influence on their form.- This.component is the

relationship between the speaker and the content of the speech act. This

" relationship may vary. in time (temporally) and in psycho]ocha] proximity.

Temporally, a speaker may be discussing a recent event or ohe which -

- happened -in the distant past. In the speech acts analyfed for this_

paper, "giving testimony" occurred one year after the évent being

- discussed and "being intervieled" occurred- five years aftéer the event.
This temporal distance may account, in part; for.the difference in speech

forms® observed. Perhaps witnesses used more non-dectarativé sentences in

- “the speech act “giving testimony" because the speech. act occurred closer

in ‘time.to the incident being discussed than' the speech act "being

'jinterviewed. The witnesses were,. presumably,. more involved with the N
.+~ ‘event at that point in time." -The relationship between a speaker and Lo
o the content of a speech act may also.vary in psycho]ogica] proximity. ‘

The speaker may be recounting an incident in’ which.he was involved, an
incident which he.observed but. did not participate in,. or an incident

.- which someonetold him about. - Many -of the similarities observed in the

+. . .analysis-of "giving testimony" and "being interviewed" may be diue, in

. » part, to the.fact that the speakers in each speech act were discussing
i_‘an event in uhich they participated _
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Impiications

Hymes (1971) maintains that researchers should "insist on understanding

discourse structures as situated, that is, as pertaining to cultural and

~ personal occasions in which part of their meaning and structure lies"
(p. 62). The present study attempted to examine speech acts situated
.within specific speech events defined by our culture, The major conclusion
-of- the analysis was that once a researcher identifies a speech act as
be]onging to the genres of "giving testimony" and "being interviewed" the
form of many of the other components of the speech act can be predicted.

AT In our culture, interactions defined by these two genres take on specific,

' > predictab]e forms.

The presant ana]ysfs was Very limited in scope. compardng only four
- separate speech acts from two genres, but it can, nevertheless, serve as
a suggestion of further research possibilities. Hymes-(1971) notes that
two sources of political interest and support for the study -of: the -

. ethnography. of speaking are (1) language problems of. developing nations,
.and (2) problems of education and social relations in highly urbanized
“societies. such as ‘England and the United States. The present analysis

_ “focuses on the latter area and pirpoints some potential problems. For-

S “example, as a formal, legal procedure'the genre “of "giving testimony"

C .~ calls for the use of standard .English. "It is apparent, however, .that

" many ‘speakers called to give testimony do not commonly use standard.
Eng]ish . Research needs to be done to explore the effects of using :
nonstagdard thglish when' giving testimony, This. may make a significant -
contribution to the outcome of a case, presumably unfavgrable to the’

" nonstandard speaker.\ Afiother area of research interest is what happens

'when a Speaker, for whatever reason, violates the norms of the interaction.
In the genres discussed #n this paper, serious: violations of the norms )
‘would~cause a complete breakdown of theé interaction.- An interviéwer -,

" could no ger interview 'someone who would not answer questions. '

co ot u1 In addition. Hymes ' (1974) etic grid categorizes the function of a
p . mesSage based upon the focus of the message. For example, a message
which focuses upor the receiver of the message (such as "I hope he - -
understands these instructions") is considered directive. This coding
" scheme-emphasizés both the content and intent of a mesSage. Such a
 scheme would be useful in the study of interactions such as the study
of relational communication. Furtheér work needs to be done in order to
validate the etio grid and to test its usefulness for communication
' research . \ :
S Further research also needs to be conducted on. speech ev ts other
v than those tdentified as "giving testimony" and "being interviewed.”- -
I ' '(1974)_methodology should be applied to speech events sychas .
N ' “having a.¢0 ation" and "participating in a group discussfon” in. -
2 . order to.de rnﬂne if it-could yield va]uab]e insights into these o
communication situations

EN

- '1,; ~.
v

.. 1 - .' ..‘ . B . : .




e
TS
.-

" . “' '\
PR D T - 14
L . B '

Hymes (1954).ma]otidns.that‘ o,

there are anthropo1ogica1. sociol égl. and psychological L
studies of many kinds, but of ethn faphic analyses of o
communicative conduct, and of comparative studies based
-upon them. there are still too few to find. (p. 6)

Hopefully. research aimed at answering some of the questions raised in
this paper will help to contradict this statement. .
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Interviewer (RY

i

R

P ; '_.A.'v. ] \‘ ) .
: ‘ : \ . e ? 4 o . v °

Hel] OK all rJght Meantime. uh when we "did contact

f/Hel1x that here' s a pol111c1an that wants to get the
f ; . R

’interviewee (E):

E

R
E:

acts

M’hm' 4 4 ; . . ’ | i x;‘.'.

< ml

Uh th1s term "system engineerlng" came up in some of our

discusswns Uh and this I.don't know whether Max or \

_mysekf-or just actually when you start discussing these
things\, -he got outside people that worked with computer

tem and 1t S. not be1ng properly taken

Ph

stems ‘This was the whole concept. Thyg<1s a comput\r Co
r L

e of.
Mhmim. uj,"' _
L 4 J ‘

Uh a‘friend of his-that worked at Berkeley and different

places and.some of themmet us and we discussed- these
things, And I rémembered- a basic book that came out

© years ago on system endgineeririg. And ‘I knew one-of

4

R:
E

these people had one so I asked him one ‘day if I could 4
borrow it. Well I borrowed it .to copy' one-of the general
‘chapters at the end or beginning. This was what°system

: engineering and management 'should know. * And. this is what

happens during the des19n phase and the phases ofghoth

the installation and operation, the problems thatthey .; .
' could come into.- Your know 20 or 25 .pages or so. - .

e \ i 4
Mhmm, o
P T -2
“And’ uh when we got down to th1s final showdown meetlng‘
and we were ‘on-on guard to expect a call from Helix to -
see if chairman of the Board would -alYow us to appear

‘ and expose ourselves and tell: our sad tale BN

_E

E:_

S

Mhmm, e

And we also had our regular weekly meeting schedu]ed

“downstairs in the Lake Merit uh uh’ headquarters bu1ld1ng_ 4

that ‘day. - Uh while we were waiting for:the meeting or
we we had.agreed we'd talk to people and see if if we

were called if some of . these other people would come up.-

They knew that ‘that was on the agenda that day.

e L.

R ‘Right R T S IR -

“At. the weekly Board meeting An and in doing that uh 1
' guess my.-even approaching them o%omething 1ike that uh
1 this was a-Chinese fellow in particular who had this book.
He was in charge of the communications - .

. - ~ N -
N
S S : S |

Hq;*” ‘
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| R:  Mhmm. v A
- E: area was concerned.. Uh he. made some conment uh "you ve
; ' . ~ been involved" or something 1ike that. And I said ya
why in hell: d1d you think’ I got this system engmeermg
book - _ . ,
\ - S i '_ . L
R: Ya. ° N - - . \
E: for L : ’v;
E: Ok that's -
o e R: Ya. L . - L
"‘é . ‘ 3 N .
C ~'BEr I wanted to give to Helix.
- ‘ . .
M K ' , 3 ! “
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. I . 5 'Genéfé]_Manager's Interview °
i )y g’ -

Interviewer: OK. From the. ;1me when~the 3 were ldentlfled dld you ever
personally sit down and talk with them about the1r behavior -
or about the technicatl lssues? -

Intervieweeé Well, yes, I specifitdlly talked with Bruder and arranged ‘ t"

. ld . for h1m to, that same day, I believe, to have a conference
: ~ 7 with Mr. Hammond and Mr. Tillman and others, I believe, and
.~ ,- . that-was followed up by a further and more detailed

- conference. . And Mr. Bruder again was still lying at the
~ ‘time, and apparent]y, as I recall, and agaln with difficulties, ..
A Lo ‘s but declined to produce certain back-up documents nd - :
- ' information which he was asked to produce. And it'was
- : only sometime after that that--and when.] say.sometime,
- : I'm not sure whether it was days or a few days or several
- ' days, he was, in fact, identified as one of those who had
been engaged in these activities, and he was, then, on the
recommendation of Tillman, fired along with the other two.

»,

2
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- . Engineer's Déposition- - ~ Loy o
-_L * . "_.'1‘:':.
. O . ""‘
Qﬁestion.(Q): Can {ou tell me who attended the next meet1ng, that you '
) reca - _ . _ . 2 _ _ 4$A>5
o AnswerS.-(A): Well, I. think 1t¢was the same people plus some other computer" 5“1\
' \ spec1al1st, that he knew from outside experience I forget- ° '
~ the fellow's name. ' _
Q: Helix knew? o T Q
_A: Right. '
S & S
Q: From,a.computer specialist? .
A: Right.
. Q: This was sdhebody that Mr. Helix brought in to the meeting?
A: Right. Another r ference point to the technolog1es--1n )
- other words, it w§§}someﬁ dy that he knew personally or ¥
. had confidence in. i . &
. ‘ Q: You don t recall who that person was?
| A: No, I don't. Hé worked at Berkeley, at the University. .ln B .*Q
.~ what capacity, I really don't know. Whether he was of the \M‘wgmw
- operations or teaching, I really don't remember the name. i
i I*d never.met him before, I have never seen him since. -
. . R 'h ’~. ;iL
Q: Does the name Boutell rthg a bell? ’ ‘ - :T\5l§.
‘ . . : A W~
" : Ay Boutell? _ : o P S j?r'ww»»fii':
<~. -‘. i -».. . . ] . . )‘.ﬁ 3
" 0 Boutell. :
“ :‘j “A: vNot part1cularly I mnot saylng that wasn't the name, but
v T jusj:/don 't remember names. R
D ~,
o .QTBut your understand1ng was that he was in the Berkeley
e adm1n1stration somewhere?
B
T ' A: _He had knowledge and experience and was[work1ng in the - o
ff v r _fcomputer field, yeah ‘ ) f
o 'ZZQ:’Awhat transpxred at this second meet1ng—-well first of all- . ,
S R where was it held? - : o . S R ,ﬁ
".\i\l?‘ :", ‘ ' . - o . :»;/
G A 'The Concord In. .
_ S ©Q: Again at the Concord Innz a I 1 o




¢ e S “”Rigﬁl (&
Q bid\you ever attend a meeting at Helix otiice? . :

‘e

- Ar .1 had been to Helix' qffice a lot but as far as a meeting -
I'don't remember anything. . .

.
@,

,%:ﬁgzr: - ; . Q: How long after'the first meeting d1d th1s second meeting 'v—
NS o take- place? o Ej N "ggf' _ o e

’ ¢

A: 0h probably within a week or two, I don'¥ know , ' Y s
Q: ‘What took place at that meeting? ' '

. - : A: The more definitive, 1ay1ng out of questions that Helix -
: /”\\\could try to get answers to at BART; that he could get a
better feel and reaction from BART really what was 901ng

{ ‘ y

s Q: In other words, Helix was trying to define questions to . o -
propose to BART? : _ .

© A Yah, ' | v

'Q: And he was--._._ =

A: Answers to which I got the inmﬂjcation would either ‘back up
"~ the report or. knock it apartJB _

]

- Q: I see. ‘And. how did Helix conduct the meeting?. Did he just
T 'say what questions should we ask or what?
e e A Well, genera]]y, yeah.~ He tried to,get it down in a piece of
LT paper in some reasonable groupihg and fashion, make sure we
. a L "weren't dup]icating _

N

Q: Was Mr. Helix given any documents at the first meeting that
‘ ' you reca11? , ,

A: 'Not that I recall I don 't say he didn't. ‘}\ | I

_e,,Qu !nu.didn t g1ve him any documentation7
. . A:. I didn’ t, no. , ;'“ o o
Q: Hhat about at the second meeting? )

';"Ai' Yeah. o -

- i?‘;gﬁ; Q Hhat was he given at the second meeting? .
® LT .
T ) A " He' uas glyen the first and the last chapter out of Danny
S ' Lee s System Engineering book
) @ 7 ,'an'eiﬂ, .}-,_ o i’7. L 22 f”’j i’.' '
ERIC: - i o e S8 e




A | .
- Q: You gaye him that? - :
A: Yeah. o -lhi . " . o
G: M Lee had written 3 book? o | o
- A: No, no. He had a copy of a professional pook called

CT SYSTEMS ENGINEERING; okay? And I had used it from time
" to time as a reference, and to me at this point it was @
w oo - ... .~ matter of educating Mr. Helix to-what the normals were -~
o L and what the systems engineering and what the systems were
= a PR a)l about, and the first chapter happened to be a general
;- ©  discussioniw\gnd the last chapter happened to be a discussion
v =* - including- testing techniques, so that was my method of
‘ ~  giving him some reference materials either to.back up my .
. .. _ . Statements or, 1f he had the time or inclination, he could
v - Vg it down and inform himself, have a reference point with ',
L 7> some confidence of what we were all talking about or what

sw | - . X ) o
“ ' ' was involved.
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o General Manager's Deposition

-Q

Question (Q): You said you had at least one and perhaps two or three
‘ separate meetings with Mr. Bruder? -

nswer (A): (Nitness nods head.) -
VT 4Q: _let s- take the. first meeting that you recali; do you have
-0 any recollection as to when that meeting wou]d have taken

; "place? ‘

No. _
3 Does.February 1972 sound right?
I don't know. I really don't recall.

Do you have any reco]]ection of who e]se was present at the .
. first meeting besides yourself and Mr. Bruder?

A: No.” We were not alone; I can assure you, but.I doggg know
who else was there._ o ¥

'Q: Do you recall how the meeting was initiated?
‘Ar 1 be]ieve at his ‘request.

;o o : ~'Q: What is your recollection of the events discussed Wt that.
: - . -meeting?

A have really no firm recollection, except that I believe he -
. : ‘initiated the request that it was a rather rambling :
T conversation, that it had nothing to do with the train-
o B . contro] aspects of the prob]em as we have been talking
about in these other matters. And that.he was unhappy
with his job as a, I believe, as an:inspector or an area
. supervisor or some damn thing on various construction type
S contracts with BART. i

Q: So your recollection -is that he came in to complain about
his job? : .

_ A: This was -the gist of the conversation, as I reca]]
n _ ,J- ' ‘ Q: You reca]] him saying that he was yphappy with his job?
A: He was unhappy or dissatisfied with some of the procedures _

 which he felt were ‘wrong in the things he was assigned to
do, as I recal]

i : ) )




.

Q:

A:

“that?

. Right.
o*

_to 1ay out

. .

So then he wasn't’ askingiyou to transfer him to another JOb
He'was asking you to, in essence. to rectify certain
.procedures which he fe1t were in need of change?

He didn't even ask that. My recol]ection. again, was a very
rambling conversation, which I very frankly wondered what '
the point of it was when we were all finished.

But you do reca]l having another meeting with him after
At least one more, perhaps two more. I'm not“sure which
Those meetings followed within a couple of days of the )

_first one7 .
N o } \

"What was the'purpose of‘thensecond meeting?

.

e think more of the same kind of thing. 1 eventualiy. in

. ‘consonance with what I have said earTier. arranged meetings
" for him With Mr. Hammond, Mf. Tillman, Mr. -Findell, all of _

the people he worked with, so he'd hgve a chance to lay out
for’ them. his ‘COncerns, which I felt he had a perfect*right 3

Do you recai] specifica11y the names of any other persons .

besides yoursle and Mr, Bruder present at any‘of those
meetings that - ybu had with-- N ‘ \

A:f I don't.. I cah te11 you ‘I was never by myself in those
meetings but I cannot te11 you  who was there.
Q: Have you told me everything you can reco]]ect about the
substance of eaoh of those meetings?
: «res. Ca |
S '
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